
Region I, New England

Acton and Concord, MA

The CleanupProposal At A
Glance...

After carefulandextensivestudies
of impactsfrom thecontamination
at theW. R. GraceSuperfundsite
over thelast sevenyears,EPA
proposesthefollowing cleanup
planto reduceunacceptable
risk(s) andfuturepotential
unacceptablerisk from site
contamination:

Cleanupof contaminated
sedimentsandsoils posingan
unacceptablerisk to human
healthand/orthe environment
in Sinking PondandtheNorth
LagoonWetlands.

Extractionandtreatmentof
groundwatercontaminationin
the SoutheastandSouthwest
IndustrialLandfill areason the
Graceproperty. Construction
of anapproximately200gallon
perminutegroundwaterpump
andtreatmentsystem.
Treatmentprocessesfor
extractedgroundwaterwould
includeair stripping,activated
carbon(air treatment),and
metalsprecipitationprior to
surfacewaterdischargeto
SinkingPond.

Monitorednaturalattenuation
and/orenhancedflushingof
areasof groundwater
contaminationnot capturedby
the extractionsystem.

Information Session
7:30p.m.

(6:30- PosterSession)
Tuesday,July 19, 2005

Selectmen’sMeetingRoom,
Acton Town Flail

Main Street
Acton, MA

Formal Public Hearing
Thursday, August 4, 2005

7pm
(samelocation asabove)

InstitutionalControlssuchas
deedrestrictionsand/orlocal
ordinancesto prevent
unacceptableexposuresto
contaminatedgroundwateruntil
cleanuplevelsaremetandto
protectagainstunacceptable
future exposuresto anywastes
left in placeon-site.

Long-termgroundwater,surface
water,andsedimentmonitoring,
andperiodicfive-yearreviews
of the remedy.

~ EstimatedTotal Costsfor
EPA’s preferredclean-up
alternativesis $16.9million

After carefulconsiderationof the
natureandextentof contamination
aswell as an in-depthreviewof
extensivegroundwatermodeling
conductedfor thisSite,EPAhas
electednot to proposeactive
extractionandtreatmentof
groundwatercontamination
northeastof the Graceproperty
(Seefigure2). A furtherdiscussion
of this issuecanbe foundon page
12. Groundwaterfrom this
northeastareais currentlybeing
treatedwith by anair stripper
systemthatis operatedby the
ActonWaterDistrict (AWD). The
AWD continuesto treatandprovide
safedrinkingwaterto the residents
of Acton.

A closerlook atthe proposed
cleanupplanis on pages
seventhroughtwelve.
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W.R. Grace Superfund Site



Why is Cleanup up needed?W.R. GraceSiteHistory

1945-1954:Dewey& Almy ChemicalCompany
manufacturesvariousproductsat theActonsite
atvarioustimes includinglatex,resins,
plasticizers,andpaperbatteryseparators
1954-1991:W. R. GraceacquiresDewey&
Almy andcontinuesvariouschemical
manufacturingprocessesat theActonsite
1978:Organiccontaminants(vinylidene
chloride,vinyl chloride,ethylbenzene,and
benzene)detectedin municipalwells (Assabet
#1 and#2)
1980: W. R. GraceandEPAenterinto a Consent
Decreeto cleanupwastedisposalareasand
restoregroundwaterto a fully useablecondition
1983: Site addedto theSuperfundNational
PrioritiesList (NPL)
1984: As partofanagreementbetweenthe
AWD andW.R. Grace,atreatmentsystemto
removeVOC’swasaddedto thepublic water
supplysystem.
1985: As requiredby theConsentDecree,an
AquiferRestorationSystem(ARS) is
constructedandbeginscleaningup contaminated
groundwater
1989: EPA signsfirst RecordofDecisionfor the
site; this RecordofDecisionincludeda frame
workto addressall areasofthesitebydividing
thesite into threeOperableUnits: OperableUnit
1 soil contamination;OperableUnit 2 residual
soil contamination;andOperableUnit 3
groundwatercontaminationfocusingon an
evaluationoftheexistingARS; this first Record
of Decisionalso includedacleanupplanto
addresssoil andresidualsoil contaminationat
thesite(OperableUnits 1 and2)
1994: Soil cleanupbegins
1997: Soil cleanupcompleted
1998:RemedialInvestigationlFeasability
study(R1’FS),ecologicalandhumanhealth
risk assessmentsinitiatedfor
OperableUnit 3
1999:EPApreparesfirst 5-yearcleanup
review;findspastcleanup is protective
2004:EPApreparessecond5-yearcleanup
review;finds pastcleanup is protective
2005:RI!FS andrisk assessmentreports
released,EPA proposescleanupplan for
OperableUnit 3

TheW. R Grace(Acton Plant)Superfundsite
consistsof260+acresoflandin thetownsof
Acton & Concord,Massachusetts.TheGracesite
is borderedby residentialpropertyon the
northwest,east,andwest,andindustrialproperties
to thesouthandnortheast.W. R. Graceis the
currentownerofthesiteandis theresponsible
partyfor performingsitework, investigations,and
cleanup,underEPA andMassachusetts
DepartmentofEnvironmentalProtection
(MADEP)oversight.

FormerownersoftheGracepropertyinclude
AmericanCyanamidCompany,which
manufacturedexplosives,andtheDewey& Almy
ChemicalCompany(Dewey& Almy~.Dewey&
Almy acquiredthepropertyin 1946and
manufacturedsyntheticrubbercontainersealant
products.An organicchemicalplant thatproduced
latexproducts,plasticizers,andresinsbegan
operatingin 1949,andapaperbatteryseparator
productionfacility wasconstructedin 1951.

GraceacquiredDewey& Almy in 1954,and
chemicaloperationswerecontinuedatthe
property.Graceproducedmaterialsusedto make
concreteadditives,organicchemicals,container
sealingcompounds,latex products,andpaperand
plasticbatteryseparators.Wastewaterfrom the
manufacturingprocessesweredisposedofin
severalon-sitelagoonsandsolid industrialwastes
weredisposedofin an on-sitelandfill. In addition,
theby-productsofsomechemicalprocesseswere
disposedofin what is referredto astheBlo%vdown
Pit in thecentralportionoftheproperty.Discharge
ordisposalto theseareasceasedin 1980,and
organicchemicalproductionat theGraceproperty
endedin 1982.

lii 1997,over 170,000cubicyardsofcontaminated
soil andsludgewereremoved,thermallytreated,
mixed with cementthenplacedandcoveredin the
industrialLandfill asrequiredby the 1989Record



ofDecision(first ROD) for OperableUnits 1 and
2. This RecordofDecisionalsolaid out theframe
work for futurecleanupworkat thesite,including
groundwater.Becausetheon-siteAquifer
RestorationSystem(ARS)hadbeenin operation
cleaningup groundwaterfor anumberofyears,the
focusof OperableUnit 3 wason addressing
contaminatedgroundwaterthatwasnotbeing
containedoradequatelyaddressedbytheARS. In
addition,surfacewaterbodiesandsedimentswere
also includedin OperableUnit 3. TheARS has
pumpedover4.1 billion gallonsofcontaminated
groundwaterandremovedover6,195poundsof
total VOCsfrom 1985 to 2004.

TheRemedialInvestigationReportfor Operable
Unit 3 definedthehorizontalandverticalnature
andextentofgroundwater,surfacewaterand
sedimentcontaminationatthesite. Contaminated
groundwaterextendsfrom theGraceproperty
northerlyto Fort PondBrook, northeasterlyto Fort
PondBrook andtheActon WaterDistrict School
StreetWellfield, andsouthto theAssabetRiver.
Fort PondBrook andtheAssabetRiverare
dischargeboundariesfor contaminated
groundwaterthatoriginatesfrom theGrace
property.

Someof theprimarycontaminantsin groundwater
arevolatile organiccompounds(VOCs),including
vinyl chloride,benzene,andvinylidine chloride
(VDC) - alsoknownas1, 1 dichloroethene.
Inorganicmetalssuchasarsenic,iron and
manganesearealsopresentin groundwater.Some
oftheseinorganicsarenaturallyoccurringdueto
thenaturalgeologyoftheregion. However,the
disposalofVOCs on theGracepropertymayhave
causedthesenaturallyoccurringmetalsto be
mobilizedfrom therock into groundwater.See
Figure3. In addition,high levelsofarsenicand
manganesewere foundin thesedimentsin Sinking
PondandtheNorthLagoonWetlands.High levels
ofmanganesewerealsofoundin thesedimentin
theNorth Lagoon.

Humanhealthandecologicalrisk assessmentshave
beenpreparedto determineif andwherethereare
currentorpotentialfutureunacceptablerisk(s) at

thesite from exposureto contaminationbased
uponanumberofcircumstancesor exposure
scenarios.

Thehumanhealthexposurescenariosconsidered
wereasfollows:

CurrentLandscaper(irrigationwater)
~ FutureResident(drinkinguntreatedtapwater)
‘~ FutureResident(incidentalingestionand

dermalcontactfrom untreatedprivateirrigation
water,i.e., irrigationwaterusedto fill a
swimmingpooi or landscapewatering)
FutureResident(inhalationofindoorair from
dwelling locatedovercontamination)

~ FutureConstructionWorker(exposureto
groundwaterin a trench)

~ CurrentandFutureRecreationalUser(future
swimmer/wader).

This evaluationdeterminedthat sitecontamination
posesunacceptablefuturerisksfor the following
scenarios:

~ FutureResident(at risk from drinking
untreatedtapwater)
FutureResident(atrisk from incidental
ingestionanddermalcontactfrom untreated
privateirrigation wateri.e., irrigationwater
usedto fill a swimmingpool or landscaping
watering)

‘ FutureRecreationalUser(atrisk from
swimming/wadingin NorthLagoonWetlands
and SinkingPond)
Currentadultworkersdermalcontactand
inhalationofirrigationwaterfrom Powder
PointPlaza

It is importantto notethatthesearefuture
unacceptablerisks,astheTownofActon’swateris
treatedto safelevelsby theActonWaterDistrict
prior to beingprovidedto residentsfor drinking
water. TheTownofActonhasalso imposeda
temporarymoratoriumon theinstallationof
irrigationwells in theareaofcontaminated
groundwaterto preventpotentialunacceptable
risks from exposure.
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Theecologicalrisk assessmentevaluatedrisksto
aquaticorganisms,animalsandotherecological
receptorsthatcouldbeexposedto contamination.
Theecologicalrisk assessmentconcludedthat
thereis anunacceptablerisk to theenvironment
posedby sedimentsandwetlandsoilscontaminated
with arsenicandormanganesein portionsof
SinkingPondandtheNorthLagoonWetlands,
bothon theGraceproperty.

Basedon thefindings oftheRemedial
InvestigationandHumanHealthandEcological
risk assessments,aFeasibilityStudywasthen
draftedto examinepotentialoptionsfor cleanupto
addresstheunacceptablerisksoutlinedabove.
This ProposedPlanoutlinesEPA’spreferred
alternativefor thatcleanup.

Why DoesEPA Recommendthis Proposed
Cleanup Plan?

Basedon theresultsoftheRemedialInvestigation
andtheHumanHealthandEcologicalrisk
assessments,EPA hasreviewedtheFeasibility
Studyandrecommendsthis proposedcleanupplan
for thecleanupofcontaminatedgroundwaterand
sedimentsat theW.R. GracesitebecauseEPA
believesthat it achievesthebestbalanceamong
EPA’snine criteriausedto evaluatevarious
alternatives.(Seepage14 for a list ofthenine
criteriaused).

Theproposedplan is protectiveofbothhuman
healthandtheenvironmentwhile, at thesame
time, is costeffective. This cleanupplanprovides
both longandshorttermprotectionto human
healthandtheenvironment,attainsall Federaland
Stateapplicableorrelevantandappropriate
environmentalrequirements(ARARs), reduces
toxicity, volumeand/ormobility ofcontaminants
throughtreatmentofcontaminatedgroundwater
andexcavationandremovalorcappingof
contaminatedsedimentsandwetlandsoils, and
utilizespermanentsolutionsto themaximum
extentpracticablebyremovingand/orcapping
contaminatedsedimentsandwetlandsoils,

capturingandtreatingcontaminatedgroundwater,
enhancingflushing,andusinginstitutionalcontrols
to preventunacceptableexposuresin thefuture.

Why is this ProposedCleanup Plan different
from typical cleanup proposalsin the
SuperfundProgram?

As discussedearlier,pursuantto aConsentDecree
enteredby thecourtunderanotherenvironmental
law, theResourceConservationandRecoveryAct,
a groundwatercleanupsystem(theARS) was
constructedandhasbeenin operationsince1985
to addresscontaminatedgroundwaterfrom the
Graceproperty. Typicallycleanupdecisionsunder
theSuperfundlaw aremadebeforeanycleanup
work hasoccurred. In thiscase,extensiveand
successfulgroundwatercleanuphasoccurredatthe
siteovera20yearperiod. Includedwith this
ProposedPlanaretwo mapswhich detail the
reductionin contaminantconcentrationsduringthis
20yeartime frame.

Note that the 1984mapdoesnotshow
groundwatercontaminationin theNortheastArea.
(SeeFigures1 and2) This is becauseextensive
groundwatersamplingwasnot conductedin this
areauntil severalyearslater. However,it should
beassumed,basedon thelimited numberof
samplestakenin that time frame,that extensive
andhigh level contaminationexistedin this areain
theearly1980s.

Thefirst ROD waswrittenwith this in mind and,
asaresult,focusedtheinvestigationand
developmentofalternativeson theevaluationof
theARS to determineif it is adequatelycontaining
contaminatedgroundwaterfrom thesiteand
adequatelyremediatingthegroundwatereffected
by thesite. In light ofthesignificantreductionin
contaminantconcentrationsthroughout theareas
affectedbyGracecontamination,EPA’s focuswas
onmaximizing,andto theextentrequired,
redesigningtheARSto optimizeits effectiveness
in thefinal yearsofthegroundwatercleanuprather
thanevaluatinggroundwaterasif no cleanuphad
yet occurred.
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What impacts would the cleanup have on the
local community?

Theproposedcleanupplancouldpotentiallyhave
thefollowing impactson the community:

Air Quality:

Excavationand/orcappingwill berequiredin
Sinking PondandtheNorthLagoonWetlands.
Any optionthatdisturbsthewastesduring cleanup
hasthepotentialto presentshort termrisksduring
theexcavationandor constructionactivities. Air
monitoringwill beperformedto protectworkers
andensurethatthesurroundingneighborhoodair
quality is not impacted.Dustsuppressionmethods
will beemployedasnecessary.

Truck Traffic:

Excavatedmaterials(sedimentsandwetlandsoils)
maybeshippedoff-site for disposalvia trucks.
Also, buildingmaterialsandprocessequipmentfor
constructionoftheon-sitegroundwatertreatment
facility will bebroughtto thesitebytrucks. EPA
will workwith thecommunityto determinethe
bestroutesfor minimizingtraffic concernsandwill
notify thecommunitybeforecleanupactivities
begin.

Other Considerations:

This proposedgroundwatercleanupplanprovides
far feweradverseconstructionimpactsto the
communitythansomeotheroptionsconsidered.
All groundwaterextractionwell piping and
treatmentfacilities areexpectedto remainon
W. R. Graceproperty. A moreextensive
groundwaterextractionand/orreinjectionnetwork
could likely havenecessitatetheconstructionof
additionalwells,pumps,andpipingin public
streets,right-of-ways,andpropertiesnot ownedby
partiesotherthan W. R. Grace.In additionto the
technicalanalysisofthegroundwaterflow model,
minimizing theshort-termimpactsto the
communitywasalsoa considerationin crafting
EPA’s preferredalternative.

Impacts to the Flood Plain and Wetlands:

Section404 of theCleanWaterAct and Executive
Order11990(ProtectionofWetlands) requirea
determinationthat thereis no practicalalternative
to taking federalactionsin awetlandarea.
Sedimentsin boththewoodedswampandsedge
marshareaoftheNorthLagoonWetlandspose
unacceptablehumanhealthand/orecologicalrisk.
Throughits analysisofthedatacollectedin theRI
aswell asevaluationsin the humanhealthand
ecologicalrisk assessments,EPAhasdetermined

thatbecausesignificant high level contamination

existsin theNorthLagoonWetlands,thereis no
practicalalternativeto conductingwork in the
wetlands.

OnceEPA determinesthatthereis no practical
alternativeto conductingwork in wetlands,EPA is
thenrequiredto minimizepotentialharmoravoid
adverseeffectsto theextentpracticable.The
proposedalternativefor theNorthLagoon
Wetlandsrequiresexcavationandremovalof
sedimentsthat poseanunacceptablerisk. These
contaminatedsedimentsmaybetakenoff-sitefor
disposalortheymaybeexcavatedfrom the
woodedswamp,consolidatedwithin thesedge
marshandcappedto preventexposure. If these
sedimentsremainon-site,this alternativewould
requirerestoringandenlargingthewoodedswamp
areawetlandandcoveringofthesedgemarshin
theNorthLagoonWetlands.Thewoodedswamp
areawouldneedto beenlargedandrestoredto
accountfor thesedgemarshareabeingcapped.
Althoughcoveringorfilling wetlandareasis
generallydisfavoredin the analysisofminimizing
impacts,becausethewoodedswamphas
significantly greaterhabitatvaluewhencompared
to thesedgemarsh,totalon-siteadverseimpacts
wouldbegreatlyminimizedby enlargingand
restoringthewoodedswampratherthanrestoring
thesedgemarsh(a low valuewetlands).

Bestmanagementpracticeswill beusedthroughout
thesite to minimizeadverseimpactson the
wetlands,wildlife or its habitat. Damageto these
wetlandswill bemitigatedthrougherosioncontrol
measuresandproperre-gradingandre-vegetation
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Figure 1. Distribution ofYDC in Groundwater, 1984
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Figure 2: Distribution ofVDC in Groundwater, Fall 2004
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oftheimpactedareawith indigenousspecies.
Followingexcavationactivities,wetlandswill be
enlarged,restoredorreplicatedconsistentwith the
requirementsoftheFederalandStatewetlands
protectionlaws. AlthoughtheRI did not identify
anyfederalwetlandsin theSinkingPondarea,
shouldadditionalevaluationsconcludeotherwise,
federalandstatewetlandrequirementswill be
requiredto be met.

ExecutiveOrder11988(ProtectionofFlood
plains)requiresadeterminationthatthereis no
practicalalternativeto takingfederalactionsin a
flood plainarea.Oncethat determinationis made,
theactiontakenmustbedesignedormodified to
minimizepotentialharmto orwithin theflood
plainwith thegoal to minimize theimpactof
floods on humansafety,healthandwelfare,andto
restoreandpreservethenaturalandbeneficial
valuesservedby flood plains. Sedimentsin a
portionoftheNorth Lagoonthatposean
unacceptablehumanhealthand/orecologicalrisk
arelocatedin a flood plain. Throughits analysisof
thedatacollectedin theRI aswell asevaluations
in thehumanhealthandecologicalrisk
assessments,EPA hasdeterminedthatbecause
significanthigh level contaminationexistsin a
portionoftheflood plain in theNorthLagoon
Wetlands,thereis nopracticalalternativeto
conductingwork in theflood plain.

OnceEPAdeterminesthatthereis nopractical
alternativeto conductingwork in flood plain, EPA
is thenrequiredto minimizepotentialharmto or
within theflood plain. Theproposedalternative
for theNorthLagoonWetlandsrequiresexcavation
andremovalof sedimentsthatposean
unacceptablerisk in the flood plain. Oncethose
sedimentshavebeenexcavated,theflood plain
areawill berestoredsuchthatthereis no lost flood
storagecapacity.

CleanupAlternatives for the W. R.
Grace (Acton Plant) Superfund Site

TheFeasibilityStudyreviewsvariousoptionsor
alternativesthat EPA considersfor cleanupata

Superfundsite. Duringtheupcomingpublic
commentperiod,EPA welcomesyourcomments
on this ProposedCleanupPlan,thePublicReview
Draft FeasibilityStudy,RemedialInvestigationand
theHumanHealthandEcologicalRisk
Assessments.Thesealternativesaresummarized
below. PleaseconsulttheFeasibilityStudyfor
OperableUnit 3 for theW. R. Gracesitewhich is
is availableattheActon Memorial Libraryand
EPA’s RecordsCenterin Bostonfor moredetailed
information.

EPA evaluatedanumberofcleanupalternatives.
Only thosealternativesthatmeetthethreshold
criteriaofprotectivenessandcompliancewith
ARARs (excludingtheNo Action alternatives)are
summarizedbelow.

SedimentCleanupAlternatives for
SinkingPond

Alternative SP-SED-I: No action
Theno actionalternativeis requiredto be
evaluatedby EPA’s Superfundregulationsandis
usedthroughouttheFS processasabaselinefor
comparisonto othercleanup alternatives.This
alternativedoesnotconsideranyfurthercleanup
ormonitoringatthesiteanddoesnot includeany
costs.

*Alternative SP-SED-3:Active Remediation
Underthis scenario,sedimentsthatposean
unacceptablerisk eitherto humanhealthorto
environmentalreceptorswouldbe addressed.
Sedimentsin the inlet wouldbe removedand
sedimentsin selectportionsofthePondthatare
abovethethermoclinewouldbe removedand/or
capped.In addition,anewinlet wouldbe
constructedandthebankin theareaoftheformer
pumphousewill be replantedandrestored.
Excavatedsedimentswouldbedewateredand
disposedof eitheron- oroff-Site. This is the
PreferredAlternativeandis discussedin more
detailelsewherein this ProposedPlan.

*= EPA’s PreferredAlternative
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SedimentCleanupAlternatives for the

North Lagoon Wetlands

Alternative NLW-SED-i: No action

Theno actionalternativeis requiredto be
evaluatedby EPA’s Superflindregulationsandis
usedthroughouttheFS processasabaselinefor
comparisonto othercleanup alternatives.This
alternativedoesnot consideranyfurthercleanup
ormonitoringatthesiteanddoesnot includeany
costs.

*Alternative NLW-SED-3:Active Remediation

Underthis alternative,all accessiblesedimentsthat
poserisk to humanhealthortheenvironment
wouldbe addressedthroughacombinationof
methodsthatmayincludeexcavationandeither
off-site disposaloron-siteconsolidationand
capping. Wetlandswouldbe restored,replicated
and/orenlargedasappropriate,andmonitoringfor
bothenvironmentalconcernsand
restorationlreplicatedwetlandsuccesswouldbe
conducted.This is thePreferredAlternativeandis
discussedin moredetailelsewherein this Proposed
Plan.

Groundwater CleanupAlternatives

Alternative GW-1: No action

Theno actionalternativeis requiredto be
evaluatedby EPA’s Superfundregulationsandis
usedthroughouttheFS processasabaselinefor
comparisonto othercleanup alternatives.This
alternativedoesnot consideranyfurthercleanup
ormonitoringatthe siteanddoesnot includeany
costs. Thisalternativeassumesthattheexisting
Aquifer RestorationSystem(ARS)wouldno
longerbe operating.

Alternative GW-2: Limited Action

This alternative,assumestheexistingARS would
no longerbeoperational,andexistingARS
extractionwells wouldbedecommissioned.Under
this alternative,institutional controlswouldbeput

in placeto controlhumanexposureto
contaminatedgroundwaterandnaturalattenuation
would berelied uponto achieveremedialgoals.
Extensivegroundwatermonitoringwould be done
to verify theeffectivenessoftheremedy.

* Alternative GW-3: Active Remediation

Forthis alternative,groundwaterextractionwells,
eitherexistingARS wells and/ornewwells, would
beusedto capturegroundwaterwithin a specified
area.Contaminatedgroundwaterthatis beyondthe
capturezoneboundarywould beremediated
throughnaturalattenuationprocesses.This
alternativeassumesthatgroundwatercontinuesto
beextractedandtreatedby theAWD. Groundwater
from theextractionwells wouldbe treatedvia air
strippingfor VOC removalandchemical
precipitationfor inorganics removal.Treated
groundwaterwouldbedischargedto SinkingPond.
Institutionalcontrolswouldbe implementedto
controlhumanexposureto contaminated
groundwater.Extensivegroundwatermonitoring
would bedoneto verify theeffectivenessof the
remedy. This is the PreferredAlternativeandis
discussedin moredetailelsewherein this Proposed
Plan.

NextSteps

This fall, EPA expectsto havereviewedall
comments,completetheResponsivenessSummary
andsign aRecordofDecision(ROD)document
describingthechosencleanupplanandcleanup
levels. TheRecordofDecisionanda summaryof
responsesto anypublic commentswill thenbe
madeavailableto thepublic at theActonMemorial
Public LibraryreferencedeskandthroughEPA
RecordsCenterin Boston. EPA will announcethe
final decisionon ourcleanupplanthroughthelocal
mediaandvia oursvebsite.
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A Closer Look at EPA’s Proposal...

SinkingPond

ThePreferredAlternativefor SinkingPond
sediments(AlternativeSP-SED-3)includes
excavationofthesedimentsfrom theSinkingPond
inlet aswell asremovaland/orcoveringof
sedimentsfrom selectportionsofthePondthatare
abovethethermocline(12 feetofwateror less)and
consideredto poseanunacceptablerisk to either
humanhealthor to environmentalreceptors.

Thedecisionregardingwhetherto removeand/or
cap/coversedimentwithin thePonddependsupon
thesteepnessoftheslopesofthePond.It is
assumedthat maximumsedimentremovaldepth
would beno greaterthanonefoot, throughout
muchofSinkingPond,but maybeasmuchassix
feetin limited areasnearthe inlet. Additional data
will needto becollectedaspartoftheremedial
designphaseto determinethesespecificdetails.

Cleanupworkwithin thePondwould require
constructionoftemporaryfloating docks,while
accessto theSinkingPondareawould require
constructionof temporaryroads.Sedimentswould
beexcavatedandmovedbypumpedpipelineor
truck to atemporarystagingareaon theGrace
propertyfor dewatering,analysisfor disposalwaste
profilecharacterization,andultimatelypreparation
for disposal.It is currentlyassumedthatthe
dewateringprocesscanbeconductedwithin the
generallocationofthecurrentinlet areato
minimizeimpactsto otherareasofthepond.
Off-sitedisposalofdewateredsedimentsis
anticipated.However,basedon theresultsofthe
wasteprofilecharacterization,considerationwould
begiven to on-siteconsolidationandcappingof
recoveredsediments.

Theinlet andselectpondexcavationareaswould
requirerestorationby a qualifiedcompanyin
accordancewith applicablestandards.Assuming
thatdischargesoftreatedgroundwaterto thepond
will continue(seegroundwaterdiscussionbelow),
the inlet wouldbe redesignedto slowdownthe
flow oftreatedwaterenteringSinkingPond.The

mouthfrom theinlet to thePondwouldbe
widened,andahydraulic control,suchasan
overflow weir, would be installed.Thepurposeof
thesestepsis to provideincreasedretentiontime
for settlingofsuspendedparticlesbeforethe
treatedgroundwateris dischargedto thePondand
to reducetheenergyofwaterwhenit entersthe
Pond.Duringthis constructionperiod, theareaof
thebankadjacentto theformerPumpHousewould
alsobe rehabilitatedby a qualifiedrestoration
expert.A long termenvironmentalmonitoring
programwill alsobeestablishedaspartof this
alternative. In addition,everyfive yearsaremedy
reviewwould beconducted.Thetotal estimated
presentworthcostofthis alternativeis $5,961,000.
Thecapitalcostswereestimatedto be$5,730,000.
Thepresentworthcostfor implementinglong term
monitoringandmaintenanceandfive yearreviews
wasestimatedto be S231,000.

North Lagoon Wetlands

ThePreferredAlternativefortheNorthLagoon
Wetlands(AlternativeNLW-SED-3)would
addresssedimentswithin theNorthLagoon
Wetlandthat poserisksto eitherhumanhealthor
environmentalreceptors.Remediationmayinclude
excavation,off-sitedisposaland/orconsolidation
andcappingon-site.Thisalternativerequires
excavationof atleasta portionoftheimpacted
sedimentsin theNorthLagoonWetland.It is
anticipatedthat someexcavationwill be required
in theportionoftheNorthLagoonWetland
sedimentsthat residewithin the 100-yearflood
plainofFort PondBrook. Considerationwill be
givento consolidationandcappingin placefor
NorthLagoonWetlandsedimentsin anarea
outsideofthe 100-yearflood plain. Decisions
regardingexcavation/consolidation/cappingand
on-oroff-site disposalwill bemadeduring the
design-phaseandwill takeintoconsideration,
characteristicsoftheexcavatedmaterial,
implementabilityfactorsaswell asa functionality
assessmentofcertainportionsofthewetland.

It is assumedthatmaximumsedimentremoval
depthwouldbeno greaterthanonefoot in most
areas,andthatmuchofthewetlandareawould
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eitherberemovedor destroyedin theremoval
effort.Work within thewetlandusingheavy
equipmentwould requireeitherconstructionof
temporaryroadsor load-distributingfloating
platformsfrom whichto excavate.Sediments
wouldbeexcavatedandmovedbytruck to a
temporarystagingareaon the Gracepropertyfor
dewatering,analysisfor disposalwasteprofile
characterization,andultimatelypreparationfor
disposal.Thewetlandwould requirecomplete
restorationin accordancewith industrystandards,
bya qualifiedcompanywhich would include
propersedimentrestorationplanning,planting
plans,longtermmonitoringto determinethe
successofrevegetatedareas,andfollow up
constructionwork aswarrantedby therelative
successof therestored/replicatedwetland.

An environmentalmonitoringprogramwould
alsobeestablishedbe to assessthesuccessof the
restoredwetlandandto evaluatetheNorthLagoon
Wetlandareafor signsof re-depositionof
significantconcentrationsofarsenicand
manganese.Thetotalestimatedpresentworthof
this alternativeis $3,445,000.Thecapitalcostsfor
excavationanddisposalofsedimentsfrom, and
restorationoftheNorthLagoonWetlandwas
estimatedto be $3,382,000.Thepresentworthcost
for implementinglong termmonitoringand
maintenancewasestimatedto be $62,000.

Groundwater

To addressgroundwatercontamination,the
existingAquifer RestorationSystemwill be
redesignedand/ormodifiedto includetreatmentof
metalscontamination(in additionto air stripping
andcarbonadsorptionfor organiccontamination)
prior to dischargeto Sinking Pond.

Basedon theresultsoftreatabilitytestingdoneat
theSitefor inorganiccompoundremovalandthe
historic operationalperformanceofthecurrent
VOC removaltechnology,chemicalprecipitation
for theremovalof inorganiccompoundsandair
strippingcoupledwith off-gastreatmentusing
granularactivatedcarbon(GAC) for theremovalof

VOCs wouldbeusedto treatthegroundwater.The
treatedwaterwouldbedischargedto SinkingPond.

Basedon theresultsofextensivegroundwater
modeling,thecapturezone(s)ofthesystemwill
focuson extractionandtreatmentofgroundwater
in thevicinity oftheIndustrialLandfill (the
SouthwestandSoutheastLandfill areas).Other
areasofgroundwatercontaminationnotcaptured
by the extractionsystemwill beaddressedby
monitorednaturalattenuation(MNA) and/or
gradientflushing that is enhancedby thecontinued
pumpingandtreatmentat theAWD’s School
StreetWellfield.

Continuedgroundwatermonitoringwill be
requiredaspartofthis alternative.Furthermore,to
ensureprotectionofthe Town’swatersupplywells
in theSchoolStreetWellfield, an ex~tensive
networkofmonitoringwells betweentheareaof
highestgroundwatercontaminationandthe
Weilfield, aswell astheareadowngradientofthe
Town’s supplywells (to ensurethatcontamination
is not beingallowedto extendbeyondthat area),
will likely be required.

In additionto long-termmonitoring,institutional
control.swill beneededto prohibit installationof
drinkingwateror irrigationwells in contaminated
areasuntil theremedialgoalsareachieved.
Theestimatedpresentworthcostofthe
groundwatercomponentoftheproposedcleanupis
$7,536,000.The estimatedcapitalcostsare
~2,651,000.Thepresentworth for long-term
monitoringis approximatelyS1,722,000.The
presentworth for operationandmaintenanceis
approximately$3,163,000.SeeFocuson
Groundwater below for moredetailedinformation
on theproposedgroundwatercleanup.

Focuson Groundwater: How wasthe
Active Treatment alternative developed?

An extensiveanalysisin theFeasibiltyStudywas
conductedin developingtheActiveRemediation
Alternativefor Groundwater(AlternativeGW-3).
In all groundwaterextractionscenariosevaluated,
thefactthat groundwaterextractionandtreatment



hasbeenoperationalovermuchof theSitefor
almost20 yearswasindirectly incorporatedinto
themodelanalyses.As discussedpreviously,over
the last20 yearstherehasbeensignificantremoval
andreductionofVOCs from groundwater.(See
Figures1 and2- Mapsfrom 1984and2004) The
findingsofthatanalysisarebrieflysummarized
below.

Substantialin-depthanalysisandmodelingwent
into thedevelopmentofthe Active Reniediation
Alternativeforgroundwater.Thegroundwater
flow andcontaminanttransportmodelwasusedto
evaluatenumerouspumpingscenariosthroughout
theSitein orderto selectcomponentsoftheActive
RemediationAlternative. Considerationwasgiven
to thetimeto reachcleanup goals, reductionin
volume,implementabilityandcostamongother
factors.Six separateareasofthesitewere
evaluatedusingthegroundwaterflow model.
Theseareas,asshownonFigure2 weretheFormer
LagoonArea,theSouthwestArea, the Assabet
RiverArea, theSouthwestLandfill Area, the
SoutheastLandfill Area,andtheNortheastArea.

~ Former Lagoon Area

Two pumpingscenarioswereevaluatedfor the
FormerLagoonArea.Analysisofthemodel results
indicatesthat groundwaterextractionundereither
pumpingscenariowould not reduce.thetime to
reachthecleanupgoalsfor VOCs ascomparedto
the Limited Action Alternative.Model analyses
alsoindicatethat theAssabetPublicWaterSupply
Wells will notbecomerecontaminatedasa result
ofcessationofpumpingin theFormerLagoon
Area. Furtherstudywasalsodoneto evaluatethe
potentialfor metalscontamination(arsenic)to
recontaminatetheNorthLagoonWetlands,which
arealsoslatedfor cleanupunderthisproposal.
Basedupontheresultsofthis study,thepotential
to re-contaminatetheNorthLagoonWetland
sedimentsasaresultofsite-relatedcontaminated
groundwaterwill alsodecrease.As aresult,
pumpingis notrecommendedin this area.

SouthwestArea:

Groundwaterextractionin theSouthwestAreawas
notconsideredfor thegroundwaterextraction
systempresentedin this alternative.Little orno

VOC contaminationabovedrinkingwater
standardsremainsin the SouthwestArea
groundwater.Becauseprior activepumpingalong
with naturalprocesseshasreducedcontaminant
concentrationsto very low levels,theMNA
componentofthisremedialalternativeis
appropriatefortheremainingcleanupin this area
oftheSite.

~‘ AssabetRiverArea

Onepumpingscenariowasconsideredfor the
AssabetRiverArea. Modelcalculationsindicate
thatcleanuptimeunderactivepumpingis thesame
asthepredictedcleanuptime undertheLimited
ActionAlternative.In addition,giventhat current
groundwaterdischargeto theAssabetRiver does
notposeanunacceptablerisk to humanhealthor
theenvironmentactivemanagementofthe
groundwatercontaminationin this areais not
necessary.Therefore,groundwaterextractionin
this areais not includedaspartofthis remedial
alternative.

SouthwestLandfill Area

Twopumpingscenarioswereconsideredforthe
SouthwestLandfill Area. Both scenarioswould
limit themigrationofcontaminatedgroundwaterto
theAssabetRiverandpreventtheareabetweenthe
IndustrialLandfill andtheAssabetRiver, for
which remedialgoalshavebeenachieved,from
becomingre-contaminated.This alternativewould
reducethetime to achieveremedialgoalsfrom
approximately42 yearsundertheLimited Action
Alternativeto approximately23 yearsunderthe
activetreatmentpumpingscenario.Forthis
reason,groundwaterextractionin this areaofthe
site is includedasacomponentofthisremedial
alternative.

SoutheastLandfill Area

Twopumpingscenarioswerealsoconsideredfor
theSoutheastLandfill Area. A comparisonof the
two pumpingscenariosindicatesthatneither
pumpingscenarioreducesclean-uptimes for
VOC-contaminatedgroundwaterascomparedto
theLimited ActionAlternative. However,
continuedgroundwaterextractionin this areais
necessaryto providehydrauliccontainmentof
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groundwaterwith highlyelevatedarsenic
concentrations.Therefore,groundwaterextraction
is includedasa componentof this remedial
alternative.

‘ Northeast Area

Themostin-depthevaluationofgroundwater
extractionscenariosin theFeasibilityStudywas
conductedfor theNortheastArea. Fourdifferent
pumpingscenarioswereevaluatedforthe
NortheastArea. Twoofthepumpingscenarios
consideredgroundwaterextractionwith discharge
oftreatedwaterto SinkingPondandtwo of the
scenariosconsideredgroundwaterextractionwith
downgradientreinjectionofthetreatedwaterback
into theNortheastArea.

Developmentof thepumpingscenariosfor the
NortheastArea requiredconsiderationoftwo
issuesnotpresentin otherareasoftheSite. One
issuewasthemanagementoftheextractedand
treatedgroundwater.Thesecondissuewasthetime
framenecessaryfor an extraction/injectionsystem
to beconstructedandbecomeoperational.

Managementofextractedgroundwateris an issue
herebecauseundercurrentconditions,
contaminatedgroundwaterin theNortheastArea
flows towardanddischargesto FortPondBrook
and/orflows towardandis capturedandtreatedat
the SchoolStreetWelifield. Installationof
extractionwells in theNortheastAreahasthe
potentialto lowerwaterlevelsin thevicinity ofthe
SchoolStreetWellfield therebyreducingthe
amountofwateravailableto thecommunity.
Becauseofpotentialadverseimpactson the
Town’s watersupplywells, thetwo pumping
scenariosthatdo not includereinjectionwould
likely be unacceptable.

To off-setthispotentialimpact,theevaluationof
extractionscenariosincludedtwo scenariosthat
assumedthatextractedgroundwaterwouldbe
re-injectedto theaquiferin the NortheastArea
insteadofbeingdischargedto SinkingPondto
minimize impactsto theTownwells.Although
reinjectionwas includedin theevaluationto
addressconcernsthatgroundwatercleanupcould
adverselyaffectthevolumeofwateravailableto

the community,reinjectionpresentedanotherissue
in thatreinjectionoftreatedwaterto theNortheast
Areacouldcausebiogeochemicalchangesresulting
in well-fouling and/oraquifercloggingeitheratthe
injection well or in theaquifer. Theformeraffects
theviability ofthe injectionwell andthelatter
couldpotentiallyaffect theSchoolStreetWellfield,
i.e., mobilize inorganicstowardswellfield. These
problemswerealsoconsideredaspartofthe
decisionmakingprocess.

Time framefor constructionis alsoan issue
becausewith very limited Graceownedland
locatedwithin theNortheastArea,
extraction/injectionsysteminfrastructurewould
needto be locatedonprivately-ownedland,and
accessagreementswouldneedto beobtainedfor
theconstruction,operation,andmonitoringofany
extraction/injectionsystemin theNortheastArea.
Reachingtheseagreementscantakeconsiderable
time. As aresult,it wasoptimisticallyassumed
thatif anextraction/injectionsystemwereselected
for theNortheastArea thatit couldbe designed,
approved,constructedandbeoperationalby fall
2008. Fall 2008is sevenyearsafterthefall 2001
datathatwasusedasthebaselineconditionin the
FSfor themodelanalyses.Therefore,for all
remedialscenariosconsideredfor theNortheast
Area,an initial sevenyearperiodwasassumedto
occurprior to operationofanyextraction/injection
wells. Duringthis sevenyearperiod,contaminant
concentrationswould continueto bereduced
throughnaturalprocesses.As aresult,
model-calculatedtime framesto reachgroundwater
cleanupgoalsfor all scenariosincludethis seven
yearperiodofattenuation.

Section6.1 oftheFeasibilityStudyprovides
detailedinformationon thevariouspumping
scenariosevaluated.In short,themodel-calculated
timeto reachdrinking waterstandards(MCLs) for
this areaunderthefouractivepumpingscenarios
rangedfrom 17 to 36 years,ascomparedto 25
yearsunderthescenarioinvolving continued
flushingoftheaquiferundercurrentconditions.
Costestimatesfor theactivepumpingscenariosin
this arearangedfrom $3.5 million to $8 million.

In evaluatingthetime framefor cleanupunder
the fourscenariosincludedin theFeasibilityStudy
for theNortheastArea,EPA attemptedto factor
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into its evaluationissuesraisedbytheTown, the
AWD andconcernedcitizensregardingtheimpact
thatcontaminationin theNortheastAreahason the
Town’s drinkingwatersupply. To aidin this
evaluation,theFeasibilityStudyincludesan
estimateofthetime framewithin which
concentrationsofcontaminantswould be reduced
to acceptablelevels(MCLs) in theareacloseto the
SchoolStreetWellfield. AlthoughMCLswill not
immediatelybemet, thegroundwaterflow model
indicatesthatin a fewyears(closein timeto the
earliestdateby which atreatmentsystemcouldbe
put in placein theNortheastArea), the
concentrationof VDC in theSchoolStreetpublic
supplywells (asopposedto groundwaterin other
areasin thenortheastplume)will be lessthanor
equalto thesafedrinkingwaterstandard(MCL) of
7 ppb (~tg/l).Becausethis modelhasprovideda
reasonablygoodrepresentationofVDC
concentrationsin thesewells during thepastfour
year EPAbelievesthis is areasonableestimateof
thetimeframeto meetthis importantcleanup
requirement.’

Consideringtheimplementationdifficulties
associatedwith groundwaterextractionand
treatmentin this area,thesmall amount(24
gallons)ofVDC remainingin thegroundwaterin
thisareaoftheSite,the limited impactthat
treatmentwould haveon both themassremovalof
VDC andthetimeit would taketo achieveMCLs,
andthecostsassociatedwith thepumping
scenarios,groundwaterextractionandtreatmentin
theNortheastAreais not includedasa component
ofthisremedialalternative.

The maximummodel-calculatedVDC concentrationthat is likely
to occurin thepublic supplywellsbetweennowandwhencleanup
leviesareexpectedto bemetis about 15 ~ig/lwhich is considerably
lessthantheSchool StreetWeilfieldtreatmentsystemis capableof
removing. It is EPA’sunderstandingthat the SchoolStreet
Welifleid treatmentsystemis ableto removeVDC concentrationsof
approximately600j.tg/L.

Evaluation of Alternatives

EPA usesninecriteriato balancetheadvantages
anddisadvantagesofvariouscleanupalternatives.
As describedbelow,EPA hasevaluatedhow well
eachof thecleanupalternativesmeetsthefirst
sevencriteria. Oncecommentsfrom the stateand
the communityarereceivedandconsidered,EPA
will selectthefinal cleanupplan.

ComparativeAnalysis of Remedial
Alternatives for Groundwater

Overall Protection ofHuman Health and the
Environment

AlternativeGW-i, No Action, wouldbe theleast
protectiveof thethreealternatives.It would offer
noprotectionto humanhealthandthe
environment.Potentialrisks from exposureto
contaminatedgroundwaterwould remain.While
naturalattenuationprocesseswould eventually
reducecontaminantconcentrationsin groundwater
to remedialgoals,no monitoringwouldbedoneto
indicatewhentheyaremet. AlternativeGW-2,
Limited Action, wouldprovidegreaterprotection
thanAlternativeGW-l becauseinstitutional
controlswould be implementedto restricttheuse
ofcontaminatedgroundwater.In addition,
long-termgroundwatermonitoringwouldbedone
to verify thecontinuedprotectionofhumanhealth
andtheenvironment,identify thethen-current
distributionofcontamination,anddocumentthe
progresstowardreachingremedialgoals.Thetime
to reachremedialgoalssite-wideis estimatedto be
42 years,andwouldbethe sameunderAlternative
GW-1 orGW-2. Thecombinationofinstitutional
controlsandnaturalattenuationis consideredto be
protectiveof humanhealthandtheenvironment.
AlternativeGW-3,Active Remediation,would also
beprotectiveofhumanhealthandthe
environment.Similar to AlternativeGW-2,
institutionalcontrolswouldbe implementedto
restricttheuseofcontaminatedgroundwaterand
long-termgroundwatermonitoringwould be
conductedto verify thecontinuedprotectionof
humanhealthandtheenvironment,identify the
then-currentdistributionofcontamination,and
documenttheprogresstowardreachingremedial
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goals. Thetimeto reachremedialgoalsSite-wide
is estimatedto be42 years,andwouldbe thesame
underAlternativeGW-l or GW-2.The
combinationofinstitutionalcontrolsandnatural
attenuationis consideredto beprotectiveofhuman
healthandtheenvironment.AlternativeGW-3,
ActiveRemediation,wouldalsobeprotectiveof
humanhealthandtheenvironment.Similar to
AlternativeGW-2, institutionalcontrolswouldbe
implementedto restricttheuseofcontaminated
groundwaterandlong-termgroundwater
monitoringwouldbeconductedto verify the
continuedprotectionofhumanhealthandthe
environment,identify thethen-currentdistribution
ofcontamination,anddocumenttheprogress
towardreachingremedialgoals.

Groundwaterextractionwith ex-situtreatment
woulddecreasethetimeto reachremedialgoals
Site-wideto 26 yearsandis thereforeprovides
greateroverallprotectionthanAlternativesGW1
andGW-2.

Compliancewith ARARs

Eachofthealternativeswouldattainremedial
goalsin the longterm.AlternativeGW-3would
attainARARs morequickly thanAlternatives
GW-1 andGW-2.

Long-term Effectivenessand Permanence

AlternativeGW-1 wouldprovidetheleast
long-termeffectivenessbecausetherewouldbe no
controlsput inplaceto limit accessto
contaminatedgroundwater.AlternativeGW-2
wouldbemoreeffectivethanAlternativeGW-1
becauseinstitutionalcontrolswouldbe
implementedto limit accessto contaminated
groundwater.AlternativeGW-3 providesthe
greatestlongtermeffectivenessandpermanence
because,in additionto limiting accessto
contaminatedgroundwater,it requirestreatment
thatpermanentlydestroyscontaminantsin
groundwater.All threealternativeswould
permanentlyreducecontaminantconcentrationsto
remedialgoals;howeverGW-3providesgreater
permanencein ashortertime frame.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume

All threealternativeswould reducetoxicity and
volumeofcontaminationthroughnatural
attenuationprocesses.AlternativeGW-3,however,
alsoprovidesactivecontainmentandtreatmentof
contaminatedgroundwater,whichwould reduce
themobility, volume,andtoxicity ofcontaminants
by treatment.

Short-TermEffectiveness

SeethesectionentitledWhat impacts would the
Cleanup have on the local community? for
informationon short-termimpacts.

Implementability

AlternativeGW-l couldbereadily implemented.
Theinstitutionalcontrolsrequiredfor either
AlternativeGW-2orAlternativeGW-3may
presentsomeimplementationissuesthatwould
effect thetime frameto haveinstitutional
controls/deedrestrictionsin place.The
groundwaterextractionandtreatmentplanned
underAlternativeGW-3 is a frequentlyusedand
effectiveremedialalternative.All aspectsofthe
proposedextractionandtreatmentsystemare
standard.AlternativeGW-3 would require
long-termmaintenanceto remaineffective.

Cost

AlternativeGW-1 is the leastcostly.Alternative
GW-2 is moreexpensivethanAlternativeGW-1.
AlternativeGW-3 is themostcostly.

Comparative Analysis of Remedial
Alternatives for Sinking Pond

Overall Protection of Human Health and the
Environment

AlternativeSP-SED-I, No Action, doesnot
provideoverallprotectionofhumanhealthandthe
environment.Potentialrisksfrom exposureto
contaminatedsedimentswould remain.While
naturalattenuationprocessesmight reduce
contaminantconcentrationsin sedimentsto
remedialgoalsin avery long time frame,no

16



monitoringwould be doneto indicatewhetheror
whentheyaremet. AlternativeSP-SED-3,Active
Remediation,providesoverallprotectionof human
healthandtheenvironmentby excavatingand
removingand/orby coveringorcapping
contaminatedsedimentsthatpresentan
unacceptablerisk to humanhealthandthe
environment.Institutionalcontrolswouldbe
requiredin theform of adeedrestrictionif thefinal
plan incorporatescappingofimpactedsedimentsas
partofthe remediationstrategy.

Compliance with ARARs

BoththeNo Action Alternative(SP-SED-l)and
AlternativeSP-SED-3,Active Remediation,will
meetARARs.

Long-term Effectivenessand Permanence

AlternativeSP-SED-1, NoAction, would not
providelong termeffectivenessorpermanence.
AlternativeSP-SED-3,Active Remediation,
providesthegreatestlevel of long-term
effectivenessandpermanencebyvirtueofhaving
impactedsedimentspermanentlyremovedfrom the
areasofconcernormadeinaccessibleto sensitive
receptorsby capping.

Reduction ofToxicity, Mobility, or Volume

TheNoAction Alternative(SP-SED-1) wouldnot
reducetoxicity, mobility orvolumeexceptto the
extentthat naturalprocessesoccur.To theextent
thatmaterialsareexcavatedandtakenoff-site for
disposal,toxicity, mobility andvolumearereduced
but not throughtreatment.
AlternativeSP-SED-3would reducetoxicity,
mobility andvolumebut not throughtreatmentto
theextentthatmaterialsareexcavatedandtaken
off-site for disposal.To theextentthat someof the
targetsedimentswithin thePondmaybecapped
underthis alternative,therewouldbeno reduction
in volumehowever,therewill besomereductionin
potentialtoxicity andmobility butnot through
treatmentby virtueofhavingsedimentsno longer
exposedto surfaceactivities.

TheNine Criteria
for Choosinga Cleanup

EPAusesnine criteriato balancethepros
andconsofcleanupalternatives. EPAhas
alreadyevaluatedhowwell eachofthecleanup
aIternati~esdevelopedfor the~V.R. Grace
Superfundsite meetsthe first sevencriteria
(Seetableson pages7 and9). Oncecomments
from thestateand thecommunityarereceived,
EPAwill selectthe cleanupplan.

1. Overall protection of human health and
theenvironment: Will it protectyou and
theplantandanimallife on andnearthe
site? EPA will not choosea plan that does
not meetthis basiccriterion.

2. compliancewith Applicableor Relevant
and Appropriate Requirements(ARARs):
Doesthealternativemeetall federaland
stateenvironmentalstatutes,regulationsand
requirements?

3. Long-term effectivenessand permanence:
Will theeffectsofthecleanupplan lastor
could contaminationcausefuture risk?

4. Reduction oftoxicity, mobility or volume
through treatment: Doesthe alternative
reducetheharmful effectsofthe
contaminants,the spreadof contaminants,
and theamountofcontaminatedmaterial?

5. Short-termeffectiveness:Host soon~~ill
site risks beadequatelyreduced?Could the
cleanupcauseshort-termhazardsto
workers,residentsor theenvironment?

6. Implementabilit~:Is thealternative
technicallyfeasible?Are the right goods
andservices(i.e. treatmentmachinery,space
atan approveddisposalfacility) available
for theplan?

7. Cost: What is the total costofan
alternativeo~ertime? EPA must find a plan
that givesnecessaryprotectionfor a
reasonablecost.

8. Stateacceptance:Do stateenvironmental
agenciesagreewith EPA’sproposal?

9. Community acceptance:Whatobjections,
suggestionsormodificationsdoesthepublic
offer duringthecommentperiod?
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Short-Term Effectiveness

SeethesectionsentitledWhat impactswould the
Cleanup have on the local community? and
Impacts to the Flood plain and Wetlands for
information on short-termimpacts.

Implementability

BecausetheNoAction Alternative(SP-SED-l)
doesnot requireanyactivitiesto takeplace,it does
notpresentanyimplementationissues.The
technologyfor AlternativeSP-SED-3 is commonly
usedandreadilyavailable.Theprimarysite
constraintsapplicableto work in theSinkingPond
areaarethatwork in andaroundthePondis
cumbersomeandarduous.Themostchallenging
technicalissuesinvolve removalofsub-aqueous
sediments(SP-SED-3)andrestorationofthe inlet
area.However,this Alternativeis reasonably
implementable.

planincorporatescappingofimpactedsedimentsas
part of the remediationstrategy.

Compliancewith ARARs

BoththeNo ActionAlternative(NLW-SED-1) and
AlternativeNLW-SED-3,ActiveRemediation,will
meetARARs.

Long-term Effectivenessand Permanence

AlternativeNLW-SED-1, No Action, wouldnot
providelong-termeffectivenessorpermanenceand
theresidualcontaminationthatremainsis high. The
alternativethat incorporatesremovalor isolationof
all sedimentsthatposerisk to humansandthe
environment,NLW-SED-3,Active Remediation,
providesthegreatestlevel of long-termeffectiveness
andpermanenceby virtueofhaving all impacted
sedimentsremovedfrom theareaofconcernormade
inaccessibleto sensitivereceptorsby capping.

Cost Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume

TheNo Actionalternative(SP-SED-1) is the least
costlyalternativeandSP-SED-3,Active
Remediation,is themostcostly.

Comparative Analysis of Remedial
Alternatives for North LagoonWetland

Overall Protection of Human Health and the
Environment

AlternativeNLW-SED-i, No Action,would not
provideoverallprotectionof humanhealthandthe
environment.Potentialrisksfrom exposureto
contaminatedsedimentswould remain.While
naturalattenuationprocessesmight reduce
contaminantconcentrationsin sedimentsto
remedialgoalsin avery long time frame,no
monitoringwould be doneto indicatewhetheror
whentheyaremet. Alternative,NLW-SED-3,
Active Remediation,providesoverall protectionof
humanhealthandtheenvironmentby excavating
andremovingand/orby coveringor capping
contaminatedsedimentsthatpresentan
unacceptablerisk to humanhealthandthe
environment.Institutionalcontrolswould be
requiredin the form of adeedrestrictionif the final

TheNo Action Alternative~NLW-SED-l) wouldnot
reducetoxicity, mobility orvolumeexceptto the
extentthatnaturalprocessesoccur. Alternative
NLW-SED-3 wouldreducetoxicity, mobility and
volumebutnot throughtreatmentto theextentthat
materialsareexcavatedandtakenoff.site for
disposal.To theextentthat someofthe target
sedimentsmaybe cappedunderthis alternative,there
would beno reductionin volumehowever,therewill
besomereductionin potentialtoxicity andmobility
by virtueofhavingsedimentsno longerexposedto
surfaceactivities.

Short-Term Effectiveness

SeethesectionsentitledWhatimpactswould the
Cleanuphave on the local community? and
Impacts to the Flood plain and Wetlands for
informationonshort-termimpacts.

Implementability

Becausethe NoAction Alternative(NLW-SED-l)
doesnot requireanyactivitiesto takeplace,it does
notpresentanyimplementationissues.The
technologyfor AlternativeNLW-SED-3 is
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commonlyusedandreadilyavailable.Theprimary
siteconstraintapplicableto work in theNorth
LagoonWetlandareais thatwork in andaroundthe
wetlandsis cumbersomeandarduous.However,
thisAlternativeis reasonablyimplementable.

Cost

TheNo Action alternative(NLW-SED-i) is the
leastcostlyalternative.Theremainingalternative,
NLW-SED-3, is themostcostly.

Forall remedialalternativesevaluated,two
additionalcriteria will beaddressedat the
conclusionof thepublic commentperiod,theyare:

StateAcceptance

Offer oral commentsduring the public hearing on
Thursday, August 4, 2005,

Sendwritten commentspostmarked no later than
August 9, 2005to:

DerrickGolden
EPA RemedialProjectManager
U.S. Environmental
ProtectionAgency
RegionI, HBO
OneCongressStreet
Boston,MA 02114-2023

E-mail or fax commentsby August 9, 2005to:
Derrick.Golden@epa.gov FAX: 617/918-1291

TheMassachusettsDepartmentofEnvironmental
Protection(MADEP)hasreviewedtheFeasibility
Studyprior to theissuanceof this ProposedPlan.

Community Acceptance

Communityacceptancewill beevaluatedbasedon
commentsreceivedduringthe 30 dayformal
commentperiod.commentreceivedduring the
30-dayformal commentperiod.

EPAwill acceptwritten commentsandhold a
public hearingon August4, 2005,to accept
formal verbalcomments.

To learn more and provide comment.

Find outabouttheproposedcleanupplanandhowit
compareswith othercleanupoptionsfor the site atan
informational public meetingat 7:30pm on Tuesday,
July 19, 2005. At themeeting,EPA will respondto
your questionsandconcernsaboutthe proposedcleanup
andhowit mayaffectyou. For further informationon
the meeting,call EPACommunityInvolvement
CoordinatorSarahWhite at617-918-1026.

EPA is acceptingpublic commenton this proposal
from Monday, July 11,2005 through Tuesday,
August9, 2005.You don’t haveto be a technicalexpert
to comment-- if you havea concernorpreferenceEPA
wantsto hearit beforemakingafinal decisionon how
to protectyour community. To commentformally:

Whatisa Formal Comment?

During the30-dayformalcommentperiod,EPA
will acceptformalwrittencommentsandholda
hearingto acceptformal verbalcomments.EPA
usepublic commentsto improvethecleanup
proposal.

To makeaformal comment,you needonly
speakduringthepublic hearingon Thursday,
August4. 2005 or submitawritten comment
duringthecommentperiod.

FederalregulationsrequireEPAto distinguish
between“formal” and~informal”comments.
While EPAusesyourcomments
throughoutthe siteinvestigationandcleanup,
EPA is requiredto respondto formal
commentsin writing only. EPA will not
verbally respondto your commentsduring
theformal hearing on August

4
th

EPA will reviewthe transcriptof all formal
commentsreceivedat thehearing,andall written
commentsreceivedduringthe formal comment
period,beforemakingafinal cleanupdecision.
EPA will thenprepareawritten responseto all
formal written andoral commentsreceived.

Your formal commentwill becomepartof
theofficial public record.The transcriptof
commentsandEPA’swritten responseswill
be issuedin adocumentcalleda
ResponsivenessSummarywhenEPA
releasesthefinal cleanupdecision.



For More Detailed Information

To help thepublic understand and comment on theproposal for the site, this publication summarizesa number
of reports and studies. All ofthe technicaland public information publications prepared to datefor the site are
available at the at theseW.R. Grace
Superfund site information repositories:

Acton Memorial Library
486 Main Street
Acton, MA
Phone978-264-9641
Website: www.actonmemorialiibrarv.org/

EPA RecordsCenter
One CongressStreet
Boston,MA 02114
(617)918-1440
Hours: 10:00am-noon and 2:00pm-5:00 pm

In accordancewith the comprehensiveEnvironmental Response,Compensationand Liability Act, (~Section117) the law that
establishedthe Superfundprogram, this documentsummari:esEPA ~ cleanupproposal.For detailedinformation on the options
evaluatedfor useat the site,seethe W.R. GraceSuperfundsiteFeasibility Studyavailablefor reviewat the information
repositoriesat the Acton Public Library and at EPA‘s One CongressStreetOffice in Boston
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